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Abstract

Political feasibility of climate policies hinges on persuading the moderate mid-
dle of the electorate. A survey evaluates climate policy preferences across 13 EU
countries (n=19,328, Summer 2024), identifying `Conditionals', a crucial faction of
moderates whose support shifts across 15 climate measures. Conditionals constitute
33% of Europeans that are active voters for the dominant centrist and centre-right
parties. Simulations indicate that even if currently undecided Conditionals simply
moved to support, the number of policies with majority backing would more than
double (from 4 to 10). Such changes do seem plausible, as Conditionals' preferences
hinge less on �xed ideology or demographics, and rather upon things that policy-
makers can adjust, policy designs and the perceived cost�bene�t balances. Overall,
our �ndings emphasize that climate policy success depends on strategic engagement
with diverse, moveable constituencies, where tailoring designs with visible bene�ts
o�ers a pragmatic route to expand the feasibility frontier.
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Currently implemented climate change mitigation policy measures are likely insuf-

�cient to reach Paris Agreement goals [1, 2]. Advanced economies account for� 78%

of current global greenhouse gas emissions [3], and achieving substantial mitigation will

require these countries to take more aggressive policy actions�and urgently. The feasi-

bility of developing, implementing and maintaining climate change policy regimes greatly

depends upon citizen support [4, 5], particularly within democratic contexts. As a result,

many high-income democracies are faced with a dilemma [6]: they need to signi�cantly

reduce their emissions, while some of the most stringent (and presumably e�ective) mit-

igation policies are not supported by the public (e.g., carbon taxes).

Research on the political feasibility of climate mitigation policies has primarily exam-

ined who supports such policies, the characteristics thesesupportersshare [7, 8], and how

support varies by policy designs [9, 10, 11]. Recently, attention has shifted to identifying

sources of backlash against climate policies [12, 13, 14], emphasizing the need to explore

strategies for making climate policies more appealing toopposers, i.e., individuals likely

to resist against them [15, 16, 17].

However, little is known about a crucial third group: citizens who neither re�exively

endorse nor reject mitigation measures but instead occupy what we call the �Middle�, the

group often most critical for achieving political feasibility in electoral democracies.

The `Middle' comprises two types. Conditionals are rather persuadable and more re-

sponsive to changes in policy instrument (tax vs subsidy), design (rebates, exemptions),

and perceptions of cost�bene�t trade-o�s. Neutrals hold near-invariant midpoint prefer-

ences, often re�ecting indi�erence, low interest, or limited information. The Conditionals

are likely to hold the substantial electoral leverage to shape climate policy developments,

whereas the Neutrals might act more as background noise in the aggregate of public

opinion.

Because Conditionals' preferences can plausibly shift with design and framing, they

hold substantial electoral leverage shaping climate policy, while Neutrals largely add

background noise in aggregate opinion. We therefore examine four mechanisms through

which the Middle, especially Conditionals, shapes climate policy feasibility.
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First, median-voter logic holds that o�ce-seekers maximise support by keeping policy

instruments (taxes, regulations, bans, mandates) within bounds of what the ideological

midpoint will tolerate [18]. Thermostatic models similarly predict electoral incentives

for policies that remain within this tolerance, and punishment for when they exceed what

the Middle accepts [19, 4].

Second, polarised climate attitudes mean that meaningful opinion shifts are likely

plausible only within the Middle. Across Europe, several cleavages persist: along left-

right political ideology [20] and populist/anti-elitist divides [21, 13], educational attain-

ment [22], age and gender [23], and urban-rural populations [17].

Third, preferences tend to be sticky, simple message tweaks rarely move committed

supporters or opponents [24, 25]. Factors that alter perceived costs and bene�ts [26, 27]

and revenue recycling options [28, 10], could cause shifts within the Middle, particu-

larly if this group over-emphasises salient, near-term costs and discounts di�use, later

bene�ts [29].

Fourth, politicians are responsive to public opinion, and governments advance envi-

ronmental policy as aggregate support rises [30, 5]. Even small opinion shifts can move

policy. Simulations indicate that a 3% swing among climate-concerned independents

would have �ipped the 2020 presidential election to Joe Biden [31]. A small share of

persuadable moderates can reshape national emissions trajectories, re�ecting arguments

around conditional-support thresholds [32], crossing 50% majorities [33], and targeting

susceptible undecideds to trigger positive feedback loops [34, 35].

Taken together, the Middle sets the e�ective ceiling on policy stringency, and because

climate views amongst Conditionals are comparatively less entrenched, this group pro-

vides the key lever by which plausible, modest shifts can translate into majority demand

and policy enactment.

Using a demographically representative survey across 13 EU countries, we classify

respondents into four constituencies of mitigation preferences: Supporters, Conditionals,

Neutrals, and Opposers. Using within-person variation in stated preferences for 15 cli-

mate policies [36], we implement a two-stage categorisation: �rst by overall preference
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levels (Supporters, Middle, Opposers), and second, separating the Middle by preference

(in)consistency in order to distinguish Conditionals from Neutrals.

Accordingly, we isolate the Conditionals, persuadable moderates whose backing rises

or falls with speci�c policy attributes, and centre our analyses around this critical group.

We (i) chart their support across the 15 measures, (ii) model how perceived costs and

bene�ts, alongside socio-psychological and demographic traits, shape preferences, (iii)

compare responses to revenue-recycling options, and (iv) quantify their electoral impact

and voting behaviour. Together, we conduct a detailed dissection of the Conditionals,

providing policy stakeholders with novel insights on where this critical groups' policy

preferences are most malleable, based upon which factors, and how their support richly

shapes electoral dynamics.

Results

Design Overview

We surveyed 19,328 adults in Austria, Czechia, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece,

Hungary, Italy, the Netherlands, Poland, Slovenia, Spain, and Sweden (24 June�27 Au-

gust 2024). Respondents rated 15 mitigation policies varying by instrument (market-

based/pricing vs regulation), implementing level (EU vs national), sector (agriculture,

energy, transport), and implementation status (implemented vs not; see Table E1 in Ex-

tended Data for the full list). These include market-based measures (e.g., carbon pricing,

subsidies) and command-and-control regulations, which often face more resistance than

voluntary or informational tools [37, 38] despite being broadly considered more e�ective.

Accordingly, these policies provide a test of the dilemma in more stringent (e�ective)

measures that face potential di�culty in attracting public support (feasibility) [6].

We group the 15 policies into three sets of �ve: (i) EU ETS�related, (ii) direct bans

on products/practices, and (iii) �scal tools (taxes, subsidies, public investment).
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The Conditionals

Using within-person responses across 15 policies, we categorise respondents into four

`factions' of mitigation support: Supporters, Conditionals, Neutrals, and Opposers. The

categorisation is two-stage: (i) overall preference levels separates Supporters, the Middle,

and Opposers; (ii) within the Middle, respondents' preference consistency distinguishes

Conditionals (overall moderate, but policy-sensitive) from Neutrals (consistently mid-

dling). Full categorisation rules are further detailed in Materials & Methods.

We validate the threshold-based categorisation with multiple robustness checks, sug-

gesting that the groupings are not method- or item-dependent. Unsupervised classi�-

cation approaches yield similar groupings (latent class analyses; Extended Data Table

E2), the faction shares are stable under simulated policy hold-outs scenarios (Extended

Data Figure E1), and support/consistency patterns generalise to out-of-sample policies

(Extended Data Figure E2).

Based upon this categorisation, we �nd that the Conditionals faction represents a

substantial minority (33% of overall respondents). Supporters are the most common

faction (36%), followed by Conditionals (33%), Opposers (21%), and Neutrals (10%).

The Conditional share is similar across countries, ranging from 26% (Italy, Sweden) to

40% (Slovenia) and the largest faction in four of thirteen countries (see Figure 1). Given

their electoral salience and sensitivity to instrument and design, we organise the results

by focus �rst on Conditionals, and then benchmarking against the other three `reference'

groups.
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Figure 1: Distribution of Opposers, Neutral, Conditional and Supporters of
Climate Policy Support. Panel A visualises the distribution of factions (Opposers,
Neutral, Conditional, and Supporters) across the analytical full sample (n=19,328). Panel
B displays the distribution of the four factions by each of the 13 EU countries. Figure
displays unweighted results from all valid respondents in sample (n=19,328).

What Climate Policies do Conditionals Support and Which do

They Oppose?

Figure 2 summarises support across 15 mitigation policies by faction. Among Condi-

tionals, support varies systematically by policy type, with the greatest variation by �scal

instruments: only 11% back a beef tax, whereas 77% support an EU rail fund. For direct

bans, 56% support a ban on private �ights but only 15% favour a ban on sales of new

fossil-fuel (FF) cars. By contrast, support for EU ETS related policies is consistently net

positive across sector or market targets.

Supporters approve nearly all measures, including those with higher cost salience

(beef tax, ETS on heating/transport) and more stringent bans (on the sale of new fossil

fuel powered cars). Opposers reject almost all policies; only the EU Rail Fund exceeds

25% support. Neutrals remain predominantly middling, roughly one quarter support

investments/subsidies and about one quarter oppose the strictest taxes and bans.
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Overall, as we expected, Conditionals constitute a pivotal faction. Their preferences

shift systematically by instrument and design, being more receptive to shared public

investments/subsidies (e.g., an EU rail fund) and less to measures with salient personal

costs or behavioural constraints (e.g., beef taxes, bans on new fossil fuel-based cars).
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Figure 2: Preference for climate change policies across Four Constituencies
Proportional distribution of respondents in support of, neutral about, or opposed to
the 15 climate change policies by the four constituencies of climate change support:
Conditionals, Neutrals, Opposers, and Supporters. The policies are grouped by type: EU
ETS related, direct bans, and �scal tools policy types. Policy support is presented for
the full sample, and for each of the constituencies. Detailed descriptions of the policies
are shown in the questionnaire in the Supplementary Materials. Figure displays results
from all valid respondents (n=19,328)
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Deconstructing the Drivers of Policy Support

Next, we apportion the drivers of climate policy preference among Conditionals using a

Shapley value decomposition [39] of models estimated for four country-level policies: a

beef tax, a �ight-ticket tax, a tax on fossil-fuel pro�ts, and mandatory home insulation

with subsidies. We partition this explained variance by four blocks: (i) policy type;

(ii) perceived impacts, split into positive (individual well-being, national emissions) and

negative (national economy, household �nances); (iii) country; and (iv) attitudes/socio-

demographics in Figure 3. To avoid circularity, we model support among Conditionals,

and do not include the factions as regressors. The explanatory measures were elicited

independently of the support items and are not mechanically derived from them. The

full decomposition by all individual factors is presented in Extended Data Table E3.

Policy design dominates for Conditionals, explaining 63% of the variance. While the

perceived impacts contribute almost evenly from positive impact (15%) and negative

impact perceptions (16%). Notably, the respondents country, individual attitudes, socio-

demographics account for only 5% of the explained variance.

Among Supporters, policy designs also carry substantial explanatory value (49%), and

perceived negative impacts outweigh positives (21% vs 16%). For Neutrals and Opposers,

there appears to be a negativity bias, where the negative perceived impacts (32% and

29%) are greater than positives (19% and 22%). Non-policy based factors (country,

attitudes, socio-demographics) explain 26% for Neutrals, 15% for Supporters, and 13%

for Opposers, above the 5% observed for Conditionals.

Conditional preferences are largely driven by the policy instrument and the perceived

cost�bene�t trade-o�, not by who people are, where they live, or their individual attitudes.

This elasticity implies that design choices and policy impact framing are the greatest

levers to shift Conditional backing, whereas identity- or ideology-based appeals are rather

unlikely to move preferences.
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Figure 3: Relative importance of individual characteristics in the explained
variance of country-level climate change policy preferences, by faction. For
each faction, we estimated a linear model with country-level climate change policies on
common covariates as predictors, grouped into categories of Impact Perceptions, Policy
Type, Country, Individual Attitudes and Sociodemographics (n=19,328). We partitioned
the model's explained variance for each faction (R2) among these predictors using the
Shapley value(lmg metric) [39], estimated with therelaimpo package in R [40] (see
Table E3 for full decomposition of individual characteristics). The �gure presents the
relative importance for each grouping of these independent variable on the country-level
climate policy support in each of the four constituencies.

Priorities for Revenue Redistribution

We assess how respondents would prioritise allocating governmental revenues from EU

ETS instruments (e.g., via the Social Climate Fund). Each respondent rated four poten-

tial uses: (i) compensating vulnerable households facing higher transport/energy costs,

(ii) compensating workers adversely a�ected by decarbonisation, (iii) investing in climate

adaptation (e.g., �ood and drought protection), and (iv) investing in climate mitiga-

tion (e.g., renewables and emissions-reduction programmes). The di�erences in mean of

within-respondent priority ratings are presented by factions in Figure 4.
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Conditionals prioritise adaptation and compensating vulnerable households. But,

quite notably, these respondents are much less likely to prioritise compensating workers

negatively a�ected by decarbonisation policies (e.g., coal, oil, and gas workers).

Across all groups, adaptation is a common priority, while worker compensation is

consistently lowest. Supporters are comparatively more likely to prioritise mitigation in-

vestment than other factions. Opposers place relatively greater emphasis on household

compensation, and are rather unsurprisingly, least favourable toward prioritising miti-

gation. Neutrals demonstrate similar tendencies of prioritising the same ordering as the

overall sample (preferring household compensation and adaptation investments), yet with

more muted intensities.

Overall, earmarking ETS revenue to visible, broader bene�ts (adaptation projects

and household compensation) is the most cross-group common ground, likely attracting

support from Conditionals and the broader EU population.
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Figure 4: Prioritization EU ETS Revenue Usage. For each revenue recycling option,
we plot the di�erences between the mean priority rating respondents of each faction
assigned to that option and the mean of the priority ratings they assigned to the other
three options (i.e. the relative prioritisation of each revenue recycling option). Error
bars represent 95% con�dence intervals, in which the standard error combines that of
the mean priority for all recycling options other than the one currently being analysed.
Figure displays results from all valid respondents (n=19,328).

Importance of the Conditionals

We quantify the leverage of Conditionals with a simple, counterfactual reclassi�cation.

For each of the 15 climate policies, we simulate what would happen if only the Condition-

als that currently have neutral preferences towards a policy rather supported that policy

instead, holding all other respondents and responses �xed. We then recompute EU-wide

support levels across the 15 policies, and then count, by country, how many policies clear

the 50% approval threshold (Figure 5).

At the contemporary baseline, a majority (� 50%) of all respondents supports 4 of

the 15 measures (EU rail fund, ban on private planes, mandatory insulation standards,
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and a tax on fossil-fuel pro�ts). After simulating the shift of neutral responses to support

within Conditionals, 10 out of 15 measures would exceed 50% support overall, adding

CBAM, an EU-wide fossil-fuel advertising ban, ETS extensions (transport, agriculture,

heating), and a ban on new combustion-vehicle sales with e-fuel exemptions (Figure 5,

Panel A).

While on the country-level, four countries (ES, FR, GR, IT) currently have majority

approval (� 50%) for seven or more climate policies (Figure 5, Panel B). Under the Con-

ditional neutral to support counterfactual simulation, �ve additional countries (DE, DK,

HU, NL, and SE) would then have majority approval (� 50%) for seven or more climate

policies (Figure 5, Panel C).

Notably, we use the 50% line as a transparent visibility heuristic rather than a proce-

dural threshold, as many e�ective standards (e.g., renewable portfolio and clean-energy

standards) advance under low salience and `passive' consent. Accordingly, the majority

counts reported here are potentially a conservative indicator of feasible policy movement.

In short, unlocking even the neutral-sentiment, `fence-sitting' subset of Conditionals

can substantially expand the set of majority-backed measures (without assuming any

changes among Supporters, Neutrals, or Opposers). This targeted shift widens the feasible

policy frontier across much of the EU, underscoring the practical payo� of focusing on

this pivotal faction.
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Figure 5: Potential impact of shifting the Conditionals. Panel A plots the average
proportion of respondents across countries who support each of the 15 policies (in green)
plus the proportion of respondents belonging to the Conditional faction who responded
`neutral' to each policy (in yellow). Error bars represent 95% con�dence intervals. Panel
B plots the number of policies receiving more than 50% support, by country. Panel C
plots the number of policies receiving more than 50% support after including Conditional
constituents who responded neutral to each policy, by country. Figure displays results
from all valid respondents (n=19,328).

Voting Behaviours

Respondents reported whether they voted in the 2024 European Parliament election and,

if so, which country-level party they voted for. We map stated country-level party votes

to European party families [41] and, within each faction, report family vote shares and

the non-voting share (grey) in Figure 6. Country-level voting patterns are presented in

Extended Data Figure E3.

Turnout among Conditionals (71%) was similar to the overall average. Their pre-

ferred parties are largely those within the political centre, Conservatives (18%) and So-

cialists/Left (16%), and right-leaning Nationalist (17%). Libertarian (12%) parties also

attracted substantial reported votes, while Green-a�liated parties received far less sup-

port (4%).

Supporters show the highest turnout (82%) and cluster their votes with Socialists/Left

28%, Christian-Democrats/Conservatives 17%, and Greens 11%. Opposers turn out at
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69% and heavily favour radical-right nationalists 26%, giving almost no support to Greens

(� 1%). Neutrals have the lowest turnout (58%, 42% non-voters).

Because Conditionals both turn out to vote and spread ballots across the centrist and

centre-right party families that frequently anchor European parliamentary majorities,

even small shifts within this faction can tip legislative coalitions. They are a decisive

audience for any EU-level climate policy coalition.

Figure 6: Stated voting behaviour, by factions. Figure presents the distribution
party family that respondents report having voted for in the 2024 EU Parliamentary elec-
tions, or if they did not vote, by the factions. Respondents that were not eligible to vote,
or did not provide information of whether they voted or which party they voted for are
excluded (n=17,015). Reported vote choice for national-speci�c parties were categorised
into the following European party families using the Manifesto Project Database [41]:
Christian Democrat (CHR), Conservative (CON), Green (ECO), Socialist and other left
(LEF), Social democratic (SOC), Libertarian (LIB), and radical right nationalist (NAT)
party families. Where not available, we use a party's EU parliamentary a�liation to infer
the appropriate party family.
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Discussion

Climate change policy stakeholders are commonly faced with the dilemma of having to

square a familiar circle, maximising emissions reductions while adopting measures that

are electorally feasible. Our study yields three key �ndings:who matters for climate

policy feasibility, a large constituency of movable `Conditional' moderates (33%);what

moves them, policy instrument design and the anticipated cost/bene�t impacts of climate

policies dominate preference formation, while country, attitudes, and socio-demographics

matter little; and lastly, how to act: use targeted designs to help convert middling pref-

erences to support and channel ETS revenues towards adaptation and household relief.

Conditionals have the unique capacity to expand the feasibility frontier. In our simu-

lation, shifting even the neutral slice of Conditionals to support would raise the number

of measures with majority backing from four to ten. Such changes are plausible be-

cause Conditional preferences hinge far less on �xed ideology or demographics (5%) and

rather upon instrument characteristics that policy stakeholders can actually adjust: pol-

icy design (63%) and the perceived cost�bene�t balance (31%). Further, as previously

noted, majority support is often not a precondition for adoption, and therefore, the 50%

thresholds should be treated as a visibility heuristic, not a binding criterion.

Electorally, the Conditionals form a pivotal swing voting bloc. 71% of Conditionals

reported voting in the 2024 European election, distributing ballots largely across the

centrist and centre-right families that anchor parliamentary majorities (self-reported).

Because governing parties often rely on these same voters, even modest shifts in Con-

ditional preferences are likely to be picked up by politicians and translated into policy

change.

Policy design details matter for the Conditionals. EU ETS related policies attract

consistently net-positive, signalling a scalable path for EU expansion. When asked how

to spend carbon tax revenues, Conditionals prioritise visible, `citizen-facing' uses (adap-

tation projects and relief for vulnerable households), while de-emphasizing the need to

compensate displaced fossil-fuel workers. Seemingly small tweaks also matter: adding a
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synthetic-fuel exemption lifts Conditional support for a post-2035 combustion-engine ban

from 15% to 42%. Targeted choices thus o�er policymakers concrete ways to convert this

pivotal group from ambivalent to supportive.

Beyond the Conditionals, additional insights emerge from Opposers, Neutrals, and

Supporters. Supporters constitute the largest faction (36%), whereas Opposers account

for 21%, a reminder that sentiment is already tilted toward climate action [42, 43],

even if opponents are often the most vocal. Across all four factions, anticipated bene�ts

[7, 26] (especially gains in personal well-being) and perceived costs both predict prefer-

ences. Among Neutrals and Opposers, a clear negativity bias prevails, with economic and

household costs outweighing perceived bene�ts.

Policy designs that pair visible upsides while reducing individuals' burdens, for ex-

ample, highlighting health or quality-of-life improvements while cushioning vulnerable

households [28, 44, 10], can raise support across the broader electorate. Measures that si-

multaneously showcase bene�ts and blunt perceived costs can increase electoral feasibility

without forcing policymakers to dilute ambition.

Limitations and future research. Our evidence comes from a single, cross-sectional

online survey in 13 EU member states. Future results may shift with evolving contexts.

Stated support can exceed revealed willingness to accept policies [45], particularly if there

are changes to the salience of climate change or policy preferences over time (e.g., climate

fatigue). Our �ndings regarding the mechanical counterfactual (reclassifying Conditional

neutrals as supporters), are not a forecast of persuasion e�ects, and turnout and party

choice are self-reported (potential for over-reporting, recall errors). Further, we do not

test information-provision interventions, where the evidence on GHG-information e�ects

is rather mixed [44, 46]. Our guidance concerns instrument design rather than messaging.

Although quota sampling was used, non-probability samples can under-represent the

digitally disconnected and over-sample the politically engaged [47]. Panel studies (e.g.,

the Swiss Environmental Panel [48]) and �eld experiments, especially around real policy

roll-outs or rebate pilots, would better capture temporal dynamics and salience change.

Our policy menu emphasised `harder' instruments (ETS extensions, taxes, bans), thus
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the �ndings do not speak to elasticity for softer or hybrid measures, nor to interactions

within mixed policy packages. Greater granularity in revenue-use options (e.g., speci�c

household-relief schemes vs broad adaptation funds) and experimental tests of package

design and communication strategies would re�ne where and how Conditionals can be

mobilised. Further, compensation e�ects may be asymmetric and contingent on sequenc-

ing (pre-implementation rebates often outperform ex-post [11]), yet we cannot test such

timing e�ects here. Moreover, as a�ective polarisation [14] and delay discourses promoted

by fossil-fuel interests [49] were not directly measured, our estimates may understate their

in�uence relative to detailed instrument knowledge.

Finally, our two-stage, threshold-based classi�cation trades transparency and porta-

bility for potential sensitivity to cut-o�s. Robustness checks indicate similar groupings

under alternative unsupervised methods (latent class analyses) and stability under policy

hold-outs and out-of-sample validation (Materials & Methods; Extended Data Table E2;

Figures E1�E2), but residual sensitivity could remain. Applying the typology to addi-

tional EU states and other advanced economies, and expanding the policy set, would

further test external validity and generalisability.

E�ective climate policy success hinges on engaging Europe's diverse constituencies,

especially the movable Conditional middle. Stakeholders should foreground visible bene-

�ts, cushion salient costs, and align ETS revenues with adaptation and household relief.

While a small, vocal minority opposes climate measures, most citizens already support,

or can be mobilised to support, ambitious action. Done well, this approach maximises

support, limits backlash, and expands the feasibility frontier.

Materials and Methods

Data Collection

We conducted a survey to collect data from 19,328 validated respondents in Austria,
Czechia, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Hungary, Netherlands, Poland, Slove-
nia, Spain and Sweden from June 24 to August 27, 2024. We recruited respondents
drawing upon an online panel provided by Dynata. All respondents were over 18 years
of age at the time of the survey, and we adopted quota-based sampling methodology for
demographic representiviness: age and gender interlocked, and education (see Tables S1
and S2 in Supplementary Materials for a comparison of the sample with each country's
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population). The survey instrument was �elded in the main o�cial language for each
country. The original survey was written in English, professionally translated into these
languages, and then were reviewed by native speakers to assure accuracy (see Supple-
mentary Materials for full English version of questionnaire). The survey instrument and
data collection were approved by the ETH-Zurich Ethics Committee (EK 2024-N-141),
and were pre-registered at OSF (https://osf.io/9dmvh/).

We adopted attention check-based methods to �ag low-quality responses with the fol-
lowing criteria: response duration below 45% country-speci�c median, incorrect response
to item asking respondents to select `other' in a single-display question, incorrect response
to asking respondents to select `somewhat like me' within a matrix of questions. If re-
spondents failed 2 out of the 3 responses, they were replaced in the sampling process and
excluded from the �nal analytical sample (6.3%.). The country speci�c median duration,
�nal analytical sample size and % of sample that failed attention checks is displayed in
Table S3 in Supplementary Materials.

Survey-based research with commercial, online panel providers (such as Dynata) has
become increasingly common. Previous studies show that data gathered through online
panels are typically reliable [50, 51], where di�erent panel providers produce broadly
consistent estimates [52]. Yet, we want to emphasise the potential limitations of general-
isability from non-probability samples [47].

Climate Change Policy Evaluations

Description of policy items

The 15 policies were selected based on their relevance to ongoing policy debates and exist-
ing climate strategies within the EU (see Table E1). The policies vary by governance level
(EU- or country-level), sector (e.g., all, agriculture, energy, transport), and design type
(e.g., market-based, regulatory). A key focus was on central elements of the EU Fit-for-55
package�such as emissions trading systems (ETS), particularly the inclusion of sectors
such as agriculture, heating, and transport. Some of these policies are already in e�ect,
while others are actively debated in public and political spheres across the EU, ensuring
that our policy set re�ects contemporary climate governance challenges and discussion.
We speci�cally focused on preferences towards rather stringent policies that require sub-
stantial behavioural changes or �nancial costs, as these are generally considered more
e�ective than `softer' alternatives (e.g., information campaigns, voluntary measures).

Categorising factions of European policy support by level and consistency of
policy support

First, we grouped respondents based upon level of support. Each respondent rated their
level of support for all 15 policies on a 7-point Likert scale of strongly opposed to strongly
in favour. The level of support for all policies on the Likert scale are presented in Ex-
tended Data Figure E6. The policy preferences were recoded into a trichotomous scale:
opposed (-1, `Strongly Opposed' to `Somewhat Opposed'), neutral (0) or in support (+1,
`Somewhat in Favour' to `Strongly in Favour'). The support level (L support ) for each re-
spondent was computed as the aggregate score of their recoded responses across the 15
climate change policy items.

19

https://osf.io/9dmvh/


L support =
15X

i =1

Ri ; whereRi 2 f� 1; 0; 1g

Respondents were then categorized into three groups based on their overall sup-
port score (Ssupport ): those with L support � 5 were classi�ed as `Supporters', those with
L support � � 5 were designated as `Opposers' and those whose score fell in between as `the
Middle'.

Ssupport =

8
<

:

Opposer; L support � � 5
Middle; � 5 < L support < 5
Supporter; L support � 5

9
=

;

We further segment the Middle group based upon their level of consistency or vari-
ability in their climate policy preferences (Csupport ). Here we separate the Middle into
`Conditional' and `Neutral' groups based upon whether a respondent both supports and
opposes a total of three policies each.

Speci�cally, we de�ne Nsupport as the number of policies that each respondent sup-
ports, and Noppose as the number for which they oppose. Respondents who supported
at least 3 policies and opposed at least 3 others (i.e.,Nsupport � 3 and Poppose � 3)
were categorized as Conditional. All others were classi�ed as `Neutral', indicating more
consistent, moderate, policy preferences across the set.

Csupport =
�

Conditional; Nsupport � 3 and Noppose � 3
Decided; otherwise

�

Within the Conditionals faction, we �nd substantial variation, where they support and
oppose many policies. The total number of times respondents selected between `somewhat
in favour' and `strongly in favour' to a policy ranged between a minimum of 3, and a
maximum of 9 (all policies in the set). This is mirrored for the total number of policies
opposed (between 3 to 9). Further, out of the set of 15 policies, the average (mode)
number of policies supported in this group is 6, similarly so for the average number of
policies opposed. This faction was least likely to select neutral, with the average number
of times being 3.

Within the Neutrals faction, the total number of times respondents selected `Neutral'
to a policy ranged between a minimum of 7, and a maximum of 15 (all policies in the set).
Further, the average (mode) number of times this faction selected neutral was 11 out of
the 15 policies. We do not have su�cient data to identify whether these respondents
selected neutral because they did not have an opinion, did not feel informed, did not
wish to provide an answer, or simply, were not engaged. Hence, we term this group, the
Neutrals, and this is the most descriptive means to call this group that neither supports
nor opposes these climate policies.

Robustness checks of factions classi�cation

For parsimony and replicability, we adopt a descriptive classi�cation scheme presented
above to group respondents by their support levels, and then separate the Middle by
the level of (in)consistency in their responses. We adopt a set of robustness checks to
evaluate this threshold-based classi�cation scheme, speci�cally via latent class analysis
and hold-out (cross-validation) Monte-Carlo methodologies.
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Latent class analysis First, we estimated an unsupervised latent-class model [53] of
policy preferences. Using the poLCA package in R [54], we �t a four-class latent class
analysis (LCA) to respondents' evaluations of the 15 mitigation measures (�1 = oppose,
0 = neutral, 1 = support) with country-level �xed e�ects. We then cross-tabulated the
LCA membership against our Supporter, Conditional, Neutral, Opposer scheme (Table
E2 in Extended Data).

The LCA identi�es four classes that closely resemble the threshold-based classi�cation
scheme utilised in this paper. We assign each of these four LCA-identi�ed classes a `proxy'
term to match with the closest threshold-based faction. A strong diagonal indicates
substantial overlap between the two classi�cation approaches, and a correlation of� S =
0:85. This is particularly notable for the key Conditionals faction, where 96% of the
respondents that were classi�ed as Conditionals using the threshold scheme are classi�ed
into Class 3 (proxy:Conditionals) using the LCA based methodology. Accordingly, we
interpret these �ndings as providing evidence of computationally-based robustness to our
threshold-based approach.

Hold-out (cross-validation) bootstrap methodology Further, we also adopt a
Monte-Carlo `hold-out' design that replicates a simple train-test split 1,000 times. First,
in each replicationr 2 f 1; : : : ; 1000g, we randomly draw without replacement 10 of the 15
climate-policy items and label them the in-sample (training) set (without replacement),
with the remaining 5 policies making up the held-out (test) set. We then classify this
training set using a similar threshold-based method, proportionally adjusted for 10 poli-
cies (not 15): for the support dimension, the threshold is 3 (not 5), and for (in)consistency,
the threshold is 2 (not 3).

The distribution of the factions across all replications is presented in Extended Data
Figure E1. Here, the mean proportion of the Conditionals faction is 32.2%, with 95% of
the replications ranging between [27.3%,36,7%]. Additionally, Conditionals are propor-
tionally the second largest faction in 83.8% of replications, the largest faction in 16.2%,
and never the third or fourth largest group.

Further, we then calculate the mean policy support of the held-out 5 test measures
for each faction, presented in Extended Data Figure E2. This test group provides a true
`out-of-sample' prediction using the threshold-based classi�cation. Here we �nd that,
across all replications, Conditionals have a mean policy support score of 0.01 (indicating
moderate support levels on the given support scale that ranges between -1 for oppose and
1 for support), and the largest variability of any of the factions (SD= 0.15), particularly
in comparison to the Neutrals (SD=0.06).

Overall, these �ndings demonstrate the robustness of this threshold classi�cation
scheme in two ways. First, the distribution of factions is less likely to be an artefact
of the particular subset of policies chosen. Conditionals remain tightly clustered around
one-third of the sample, regardless of which ten policies randomly selected. Second,
and most importantly, the mean support levels on the �ve held-out items replicate each
faction's position (e.g. strong support among Supporters, strong opposition among Op-
posers, and moderate, varying scores among Conditionals), showing that our typology
generalizes to out-of-sample policy sets. In short, these �ndings suggest that the thresh-
old classi�cation scheme is both robust to random item selection and is predictive of
`unseen' climate policies.
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Relative Importance Decomposition

For these analyses, we focus on the four country-level policy instruments: a tax on beef,
mandatory home insulation with subsidies for low-income households, a tax on fossil-fuel
pro�ts, and a tax on �ight tickets.

Respondents evaluated support for each policy, and for one of the four, were randomly
assigned to evaluate the perceived potential `bene�ts' (improved individual well-being,
decreased national greenhouse-gas emissions) and `costs' (costs to the national economy,
costs to their household �nances) resulting from this policy. We then combine these
impact perceptions with common individual determinants of climate change policy pref-
erences to identify which factors explain most of the variability in the level of climate
policy support among the Conditionals versus the three reference groups.

For each of the four factions, we regress policy preferences on the respondents' impact
perceptions, attitudinal variables (climate change worry, left�right self-placement, trust
in national government, trust in the EU, biospheric values), socio-demographics (gender,
age, education, settlement type), policy �xed-e�ects, and country-�xed e�ects. We then
apportion the model's explanatory power (R2) across these factors using a Shapley value
decomposition [39], estimated with therelaimpo package in R [40].

For parsimony, we present the percentage of decomposed variance for each group of
determinants in Figure 3, with the full list of individual factors presented in Extended
Data Table E3.

Impact Perceptions

After respondents had answered questions corresponding to each of the 15 climate change
mitigation policies, they were then presented with a vignette experiment, where they were
randomly allocated to further evaluate the perceived impacts of 1 of the 4 country-level
climate change policies (a tax on beef, mandatory home insulation with subsidies for low-
income households, a tax on fossil-fuel pro�ts, and a tax on �ight tickets). For the impact
perceptions, they were asked "How do you think this policy proposal would impact the
following?": Your well-being and lifestyle, Your country's economy, and Your household's
�nancial situation. These were then rated on a 7-point scale ranging from `Very nega-
tively' to `Very positively'. Further, respondents were also asked how the policy would
"...Impact your country's greenhouse gas emissions?", with responses on a 7-point scale
ranging from `Strongly reduce' to `Strongly increase'. Accordingly, these impact percep-
tions capture two dimensions of potential perceived costs (to their country's economy,
their individual household) as well as bene�ts (to their well-being, and country green-
house gas emission reductions). Respondents were only assigned to evaluate the perceived
impact of one policy to minimise response burden. Keeping with the coding scheme for
other variables, the impact perceptions were then recoded into a dichotomous variable.
For the positive impacts, this was recoded where responses that perceive the impacts as
being bene�cial are coded as 1 (e.g.,� `Somewhat positively'/`Somewhat reduce'), and
other responses were coded as 0. While for the negative impact perceptions, these items
were recoded with a response of 3 or less coded as 1 (e.g.,� `Somewhat negatively'), and
other responses were coded as 0. The distribution of perceived impacts by the factions is
displayed in Extended Data Figure E5.

To analyse the how the perceived impacts shape climate policy preferences, we re-
gressed the trichotomous level of support (Dsupport ) for these policies on the dichotomous
impact perceptions (� g

1-� g
4) with separate estimations for each of the factions. This esti-
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mation only included the level of support for the policy that the respondent was randomly
assigned to evaluate the impact perceptions. To adjust di�erences in the level of support
for the randomly assigned policy, we included a �xed-e�ect term of this policy (
 gTpolicy ).
The error term is represented by"g

i , and the indexg indicates that the regression estimates
are performed separately for each group of the factions (e.g.,� g

0).

D_support g
i = � g

0 + � g
1 Emissions reductionsi + � g

2 Positive impact on well-beingi
+ � g

3 Negative impact on economyi + � g
4 Negative impact on �nancial situationi

+ 
 gTpolicy + "g
i

Individual characteristics

Personal values represent people's general and desirable life goals, and, as such, were
measured using the shortened version of Schwartz' basic human values inventory [55].
Participants evaluated each of the values by reading multiple statements that describe a
person. For each statement, they rated how similar that person was to themselves using
a 6-point scale (`Not at all like me' to `Very much like me'). While we capture all values
in the survey instrument, within the main analyses we only report biospheric values,
as these are the values most directly connected to environmental beliefs and attitude
formation [56]. The distribution of the the 4 overarching values (self-transcendence, self-
enhancement, openness to change, and conservation) across the factions are presented in
Extended Data Figure E4. Biopsheric values where then transformed into a dichotomous
scale with values of� 5 recoded 1, and all others as 0. Figure 6, Panel A displays the
mean value of this dichotomous scale, by each of the factions.

Climate change concern is operationalised via a single item asking respondent to rate
"How worried are you about climate change?" on a 5-point scale ranging from `Not at all
worried' to `Extremely worried'. This was then recoded in a dichotomous scale, where
score of 4 or above were coded a "worried" (1), with all other scores coded as 0, "not
worried". Levels of trust in were captured using the following question "On a scale from
1 to 7, how much do you personally trust. . . " for both the "[country-speci�c] parliament"
and the European Parliament". Responses ranged on a 7-point scale from `No trust at
all' to `Complete trust'. These were then recoded into a dichotomous scale, where a score
of 5 or above was coded as "trust" (1), and 4 or below as "not trust" (0), for both items.
Figure 6, Panel A displays the mean value of the dichotomous scales for concern and
trust, by each of the factions.

Redistribution preferences

In order to capture preferences for how revenue recycling should be redistributed, we �rst
introduce the the Social Climate Fund (directly after the questions about the Emissions
Trading Scheme (ETS)): "Some of the current funds generated from the ETS will go
to the Social Climate Fund. The Social Climate Funds can be distributed in di�erent
ways. If you could choose how to distribute the Social Climate Funds, how much priority
would you give to each of these four options?". Respondents can then evaluate how
much priority they would want to give to the following options: "Compensating workers
that will be negatively a�ected by decarbonization policies", "Investing in protecting
citizens from the negative impacts of climate change", "Investing in green technology",
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"Compensating vulnerable households for increases in energy and transport costs". Each
of these options are evaluated on a 4-point scale from `lowest priority' to `highest priority'.
The survey item was inspired by the items developed by Gaikwad et al, 2022 [57].

Here, the relative priority (RelPriority ij ) is the degree each respondenti prioritizes
option j relative to the others. Positive values indicate that the respondent assigned
greater-than-average priority to that option, while negative values indicate lower-than-
average priority. More speci�cally, we letRij denote respondenti 's rating for option
j 2 f 1; 2; 3; 4g. In order to construct a measure ofrelative prioritization for each option,
we subtract the average rating respondenti gave to the other three options from their
rating of option j . Formally:

RelPriority ij = Rij �
1
3

X

k6= j

Rik

To reduce potential design bias, the order of the four options was randomized across
respondents. Figure 5 displays the mean values of RelPriorityij for each of the four
revenue use options, disaggregated by the six climate policy support constituencies.

Stated Vote Choice

The survey was �elded directly after the 2024 European Parliamentary Elections (held
between June 6-9, 2024). We asked respondents �rst if they voted in the most recent
European Parliament election in June 2024 (Yes, No, Not eligible to vote, I prefer not
to say). If they responded "Yes", we then asked them "Which party did you vote for
in the last European Parliament election in June 2024?". Here respondents could select
from a list of country-speci�c parties, with the option to also write in a party, or re-
sponse that they `prefer not to say'. These country-speci�c parties were then mapped to
European party family groupings using the Manifesto Project Database [41]: Christian
Democrat (CHR), Conservative (CON), Green (ECO), Socialist and other left (LEF),
Social democratic (SOC), Libertarian (LIB), and radical right nationalist (NAT) party
families. When the mapping to a family was not available for a speci�c party, we used the
party's EU parliamentary a�liation to infer the appropriate party family. The country-
speci�c parties and their European party family groupings are available in Supplementary
Materials Table S4.

When then present the overall share of reported votes for each of the party families by
the factions classi�cation in Figure 6, Panel B. This also includes responses for "Other"
and those who did not vote.
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Figure E1: Distribution of Faction Frequencies (Hold-Out Validation) . Density
estimates of the share of respondents assigned to each of the four factions (Opposers,
Neutrals, Conditionals, and Supporters) across 1,000 independent hold-out, Monte Carlo
replications. In each panel, the x-axis shows the percentage of the full sample falling into
that factions using the ten `training' policies, and the y-axis the density of replications.
Each faction is annotated with the group's overall mean proportion and corresponding
standard deviation.
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Figure E2: Out-of-Sample Policy Support Distributions (Hold-out validation) .
Density estimates of mean policy support scores on the �ve `held-out' policies, over 1,000
Monte Carlo replications, by each faction. The x-axis reports the mean recoded support
(�1 oppose to +1 support), while the y-axis gives the density across replications. Each
faction is annotated with the group's overall mean across all policy scores and corre-
sponding standard deviation.
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Figure E4: Individual characteristics of climate policy support, by factions.
Mean level of environmental concern, biospheric values and trust in government of each
of the Six Faces of climate change policy support. Percentages corresponding to each
characteristic within each Face are displayed in the representative cells. Figure displays
results from all valid respondents (n=19,328).
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Figure E5: Perceived impact of country-level climate change policies by fac-
tions. Impact perceptions are coded on a dichotomous scale, where percentages display
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each policy, by factions categorisation. Pooled data from all 13 countries included in
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Table E1: General characteristics of the measured policies.
Name Policy group Sector Governance

level
Adopted

General EU ETS EU ETS related All EU (Fit-for-
55)

Yes

ETS transport EU ETS related Transport EU (Fit-for-
55)

Yes

ETS heating EU ETS related Energy EU (Fit-for-
55)

Yes

ETS agriculture EU ETS related Agriculture EU No
CBAM EU ETS related All EU (Fit-for-

55)
Yes

New FF car sales ban Direct bans Transport EU No
New FF car sales ban with
exemptions

Direct bans Transport EU (Fit-for-
55)

Yes

EU ban intensive beef Direct bans Agriculture EU No
EU Rail Fund Fiscal tools Transport EU No
EU ban private planes Direct bans Transport EU No
EU ad ban Direct bans All EU No
Beef tax Fiscal tools Agriculture Country No
Mandatory insulation Fiscal tools Energy/

Construction
Country No

Tax FF pro�ts Fiscal tools Energy Country No
Tax �ights Fiscal tools Transport Country No

Table E2: Cross-classi�cation of respondents by latent-class analysis and
threshold-based typology. Counts show how a four-class LCA (rows) of the 15 policy
items aligns with the Opposer, Neutral, Conditional and Supporter categories used in
the main analysis (columns). The �nal column reports, for each typology group, the
percentage falling into its proxy LCA class (`match').

LCA Class 1 2 3 4 %
Proxy Opposers Neutrals Conditionals SupportersMatch

Opposers 3130 218 728 0 76.8%
Neutral 913 1644 206 0 59.5%
Conditional 0 244 5961 1 96.3%
Supporters 0 109 1285 5657 80.2%
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Table E3: Relative importance of individual characteristics in the explained variance of
country-level climate change policy preferences, by constituencies.

Opposers Neutrals Conditionals Supporters

Policy Type 36.6% 34.4% 63.6% 49.2%

Impact Perceptions
Well being 17.2% 11.4% 10.6% 14.2%
Country GHG emissions 1.7% 0.2% 4.8% 1.3%
Country Economy 18.1% 14.3% 7.9% 10.7%
Household Finances 13.5% 14.2% 8.3% 9.9%

Country 3.2% 7.9% 2.2% 4.5%

Individual Attitudes
Trust in Country 0.8% 2.0% 0.1% 1.2%
Trust in EU 1.3% 3.8% 0.1% 0.9%
Political Orientation 1.3% 0.5% 0.2% 0.9%
Climate worry 4.3% 2.7% 0.4% 2.8%
Biospheric values 0.6% 0.4% 0.1% 3.2%

Sociodemographics
Gender 0.1% 5.4% 0.2% 0.4%
Age 0.6% 0.4% 1.2% 0.5%
Education 0.5% 0.1% 0.0% 0.2%
Rural Urban 0.2% 2.4% 0.3% 0.2%
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Table S1: Age and Gender Quotas : Population and Sam-
ple Composition by Age and Gender for Each Country

Male Female
18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-74 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-74

Austria Target (n) 159 153 143 169 174 150 148 143 170 191
Austria Target (%) 9.9% 9.6% 8.9% 10.6% 10.9% 9.4% 9.3% 8.9% 10.6% 11.9%
Austria Sample (n) 109 134 141 178 189 173 164 147 172 200

Czechia Target (n) 136 152 186 143 185 128 142 176 140 212
Czechia Target (%) 8.5% 9.5% 11.6% 8.9% 11.6% 8.0% 8.9% 11.0% 8.8% 13.3%
Czechia Sample (n) 126 141 196 162 205 136 156 198 163 243

Denmark Target (n) 181 140 142 156 184 173 135 142 154 193
Denmark Target (%) 11.3% 8.8% 8.9% 9.8% 11.5% 10.8% 8.4% 8.9% 9.6% 12.1%
Denmark Sample (n) 159 138 140 149 203 177 135 142 161 203

France Target (n) 120 103 108 112 142 118 109 112 116 160
France Target (%) 10.0% 8.6% 9.0% 9.3% 11.8% 9.8% 9.1% 9.3% 9.7% 13.3%
France Sample (n) 93 98 115 122 167 100 106 114 132 186

Germany Target (n) 152 149 134 175 194 140 141 133 173 209
Germany Target (%) 9.5% 9.3% 8.4% 10.9% 12.1% 8.8% 8.8% 8.3% 10.8% 13.1%
Germany Sample (n) 118 134 124 188 233 121 135 135 179 237

Greece Target (n) 140 134 169 160 188 130 131 170 168 210
Greece Target (%) 8.8% 8.4% 10.6% 10.0% 11.8% 8.1% 8.2% 10.6% 10.5% 13.1%
Greece Sample (n) 129 130 236 196 115 141 161 242 187 66

Hungary Target (n) 152 144 178 139 169 142 135 174 144 223
Hungary Target (%) 9.5% 9.0% 11.1% 8.7% 10.6% 8.9% 8.4% 10.9% 9.0% 13.9%
Hungary Sample (n) 128 147 183 137 172 140 143 167 160 223

Italy Target (n) 104 94 119 132 147 95 92 120 136 161
Italy Target (%) 8.7% 7.8% 9.9% 11.0% 12.3% 7.9% 7.7% 10.0% 11.3% 13.4%
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Male Female
18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-74 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-74

Italy Sample (n) 97 97 124 139 153 85 97 122 141 167

Netherlands Target (n) 130 106 100 120 145 126 103 101 120 149
Netherlands Target (%) 10.8% 8.8% 8.3% 10.0% 12.1% 10.5% 8.6% 8.4% 10.0% 12.4%
Netherlands Sample (n) 100 89 97 122 180 106 115 107 138 171

Poland Target (n) 142 170 165 127 180 137 164 162 131 222
Poland Target (%) 8.9% 10.6% 10.3% 7.9% 11.3% 8.6% 10.3% 10.1% 8.2% 13.9%
Poland Sample (n) 137 163 155 129 182 147 166 172 135 221

Slovenia Target (n) 104 114 130 119 149 92 101 117 115 159
Slovenia Target (%) 8.7% 9.5% 10.8% 9.9% 12.4% 7.7% 8.4% 9.8% 9.6% 13.3%
Slovenia Sample (n) 79 99 136 132 139 108 131 145 122 118

Spain Target (n) 139 134 180 166 174 134 134 179 169 191
Spain Target (%) 8.7% 8.4% 11.3% 10.4% 10.9% 8.4% 8.4% 11.2% 10.6% 11.9%
Spain Sample (n) 130 125 178 166 189 129 135 176 163 199

Sweden Target (n) 174 163 147 149 181 160 154 142 145 185
Sweden Target (%) 10.9% 10.2% 9.2% 9.3% 11.3% 10.0% 9.6% 8.9% 9.1% 11.6%
Sweden Sample (n) 141 163 135 160 199 136 153 148 158 204
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Table S2: Education Quotas : Population and Sample Composition by Education Levels
for Each Country

Country Group Low (%) Middle (%) High (%)

Austria Target 14.0 49.0 37.0
Austria Sample 1.6 51.0 47.4

Czechia Target 42.0 37.0 21.0
Czechia Sample 41.2 36.9 21.9

Germany Target 17.0 50.0 33.0
Germany Sample 15.7 50.8 33.6

Denmark Target 17.8 39.3 42.9
Denmark Sample 15.4 40.2 44.4

France Target 16.0 41.0 42.0
France Sample 19.0 27.7 53.4

Greece Target 18.9 46.7 34.3
Greece Sample 4.9 46.0 49.1

Hungary Target 12.6 57.5 29.8
Hungary Sample 11.6 55.6 32.8

Italy Target 34.5 43.9 21.6
Italy Sample 21.3 48.4 30.4

Netherlands Target 19.3 36.4 44.3
Netherlands Sample 20.2 36.5 43.4

Poland Target 5.7 56.4 37.9
Poland Sample 6.1 55.1 38.8

Slovenia Target 11.5 54.7 33.8
Slovenia Sample 4.1 55.8 40.2

Spain Target 35.8 22.7 41.4
Spain Sample 34.9 23.2 41.9

Sweden Target 10.0 41.0 49.4
Sweden Sample 7.6 42.3 50.1

Description of Coding Individual Characteristics

Description of items

The individual characteristics measured were chosen based on �ndings in the past lit-
erature regarding which individual-level predictors that relate most strongly to climate
policy support (Bergquist et al. 2022; Drews and van den Bergh 2016; Rhodes, Axsen,
and Jaccard 2017). These characteristics covered a range of sociodemographics, pro-
environmental behaviours, political and climate attitudes, and personal values. Excluding
personal values where each value was measured using multiple items, all other charac-
teristics were measured with single items. Many of the items used were adapted from

S4



Table S3: Survey Duration, Sample Size, and Attention Check Failure Rate by Country

Country Median Duration (m:s) Sample Size % Failed Attention Checks

Austria 20:18 1594 6.6%
Czechia 29:10 1726
Germany 19:06 1597 6.4%
Denmark 20:46 1591 6.3%
Spain 22:56 1590
France 21:19 1219 6.3%
Greece 20:43 1596 6.6%
Hungary 23:21 1593 7.7%
Italy 20:42 1210 3.3%
Netherlands 18:53 1219 6.5%
Poland 21:55 1595 6.1%
Sweden 23:40 1597
Slovenia 22:59 1201 5.9%

the European Social Survey Round 10 Questionnaire (European Social Survey European
Research Infrastructure (ESS ERIC) 2023). Below we shortly describe the items that
form the basis for Figure 3, but see the SI for the full list of items used.

Demographics. In the item measuring gender, participants could choose among 3 pre-
provided gender categories (Man, Woman, Non-binary) or write in a gender they prefer to
self-describe as. Age was measured using 5 valid categories (i.e. 18-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59,
and 60-74), while participants indicating they are younger than 18 or older than 74 were
excluded from the study. The education item provided participants with 7-13 country-
speci�c educational attainments to choose from, which were constructed and aligned
with ISCED education level classi�cation with the help from native inhabitants of the
included countries. Participants could provide income by choosing an income decile their
household's net income falls into. The deciles were country-speci�c, constructed using
the EU-SILC 2024 dataset, and displayed to participants in terms of weekly, monthly,
and yearly household income.

Behaviour. Participants could indicate their car use on a 6-point scale (Never to Ev-
eryday) and their meat consumption on a 8-point scale asking them to report how many
days per week they consume meat (0 days per week to 7 days per week). To measure
voting, participants were asked whether they voted in the European parliament election
earlier that year. Finally, �ight frequency was measured with an open question where
participants were asked to indicate how many �ights they took for personal travel in the
preceding year, with outward and return �ights to a destination counting as one �ight.

Attitudes. Participants were asked to indicate how much they worry about climate
change on a 5-point scale (Not at all worried to Extremely worried), how much they trust
the EU parliament and their country's parliament on a 7-point scale (No trust at all to
Complete trust), and their political orientation on an 11-point scale (Left to Right).
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Values. Personal values represent people's general and desirable life goals, and, as such,
were measured using the shortened version of Schwartz' basic human values inventory
(Schwartz 2003). Participants evaluated each of the values by reading multiple statements
that describe a person. For each statement, they rated how similar that person was to
themselves using a 6-point scale (Not at all like me to Very much like me). In our
analyses, we operationalise only the 4 overarching values as de�ned within this value
framework (self-transcendence, self-enhancement, openness to change, and conservation).
The only more speci�c value cluster we operationalise are biospheric values, which are
usually considered a part of self-transcendence values, but here we segment them away
from self-transcendence values due to their particular relevance to the topic at hand. The
items used for assessing each of these four values are provided below.
Biospheric values

1. This person strongly believes that people should care for nature. Looking after the
environment is important to them.

2. It is important to this person to respect nature. They want to be connected to
nature.

Self-transcendence values

1. This person thinks it is important that every person in the world be treated equally.
They believe everyone should have equal opportunities in life.

2. It's very important to this person to help the people around them. They want to
care for their well-being.

Self-enhancement values

1. It is important to this person to be rich. They want to have a lot of money and
expensive things.

2. Having a good time is important to this person. They like to �spoil� themselves.

3. Being very successful is important to this person. They hope people will recognize
their achievements.

Openness to change

1. Having a good time is important to this person. They like to �spoil� themselves.

2. It is important to this person to make their own decisions about what they do.
They like to be free and not depend on others.

3. This person looks for adventures and likes to take risks. They want to have an
exciting life.

Conservation values

1. It is important to this person to live in secure surroundings. They avoid anything
that might endanger their safety.

2. This person believes that people should do what they're told. They think people
should follow rules at all times, even when no-one is watching.
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3. It is important to this person that the government ensures their safety against all
threats. They want the state to be strong so it can defend its citizens.

4. It is important for this person to always behave properly. They want to avoid doing
anything people would say is wrong.

5. Tradition is important to this person. They try to follow the customs handed down
by their religion or their family.

Analytical strategy

We employed di�erent approaches for analysing personal values and for analysing all
other individual characteristics.

Values. To analyse personal values, we compute relative prioritisation of each value
using the MRAT method. The MRAT method involves computing the mean of all items
measuring that speci�c value and then subtracting the overall mean of all value-related
items. This approach thus produces a score for each value that re�ects the relative
importance of that value for each participant compared to all other measured values. For
ease of presentation in Figure 3, we rescale these MRAT scores so that they range from -1
to 1 and report the mean MRAT score for the full sample as well as each of the factions.
As such, negative values represent that the given group of participants �nds the given
personal value less important than the other personal values we measured and positive
values that they �nd the given personal value more important.

For all other individual characteristics, we identify a relevant level/range of a given
characteristic and then report in Figure 3 the proportion of the full sample and each of
factions that holds that report that level of the characteristics.

Demographics. For age and gender, we simply report the proportion of participants
who indicated being a woman as their gender (`Woman') or chose an age bracket between
18 and 39 years old (`Ages 18 to 39'). `High education' includes everyone who indicated
an educational level corresponding to ISCED education levels 5-8, while `Low income'
includes individuals belonging to the lowest two income deciles within their country.

Behaviour. For car usage, �ying, and voting, we again simply include individuals who
report using their car every day (`Uses car every day'), having �own at least twice in the
past year (`Two or more �ights'), and having voted in the last European parliament elec-
tion (`Voted in election'). Similarly, `Low meat consumption' represents the proportion
of participants who eat meat less than 4 times per week.

Attitudes. `Left' includes participants who indicated their political orientation to be
left of the center by choosing a number below the midpoint of 6 on the political orien-
tation item. `Concerned about climate change' includes participants who indicate being
Very worried or Extremely worried on our climate change worry item. Finally, `Trust in
country' and `Trust in EU' represent the proportion of people holding strong trust in the
country parliament and the EU parliament, respectively, by choosing a number above the
midpoint of 4 on the trust items.

European Party Family Classi�cation
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Table S4: National Parties and Their European
Party Family A�liations. Categorised using the
Manifesto Project Database [41] when the party is avail-
able. When the party is not available, we inferred the
party family using their a�liation with European parties
(indicated by Inferred="Yes").

Country Party Name European
Party Family

Inferred?

Austria FPÖ - Die Freiheitliche Partei Österreichs NAT No
Austria ÖVP - Österreichische Volkspartei CHR/CON No
Austria SPÖ - Sozialdemokratische Partei Österreichs LEF/SOC No
Austria GRÜNE - Die Grünen � Die Grüne Alternative ECO No
Austria NEOS - NEOS � Das neue Europa LIB No
Austria KPÖ - Kommunistische Partei Österreichs � KPÖ Plus LEF/SOC No

Czechia ANO 2011 LIB No
Czechia ƒeská pirátska strana (Piráti) Other No
Czechia P•ÍSAHA a MOTORISTÉ Other Yes
Czechia PRO � Jind°icha Rajchla NAT Yes
Czechia Sociální demokracie (SOCDEM) LEF/SOC No
Czechia SPD a Trikolora NAT No
Czechia SPOLU (ODS, KDU-ƒSL, TOP 09) CHR/CON No
Czechia STAƒILO!, koalice KSƒM, SD-SN, ƒSNS LEF/SOC No
Czechia Starostové a osobnosti pro Evropu (STAN + SLK) CHR/CON No

Denmark SF (F) - Socialistisk Folkeparti LEF/SOC No
Denmark S (A) - Socialdemokratiet LEF/SOC No
Denmark V - Venstre, Danmarks Liberale Parti LIB No
Denmark KF (C) - Det Konservative Folkeparti CHR/CON No
Denmark DD (Æ) - Danmarksdemokraterne - Inger Støjberg NAT Yes
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Country Party Name European
Party Family

Inferred?

Denmark RV (B) - Radikale Venstre LIB No
Denmark EL (Ø) - Enhedslisten - De Rød-Grønne LEF/SOC No
Denmark LA (I) - Liberal Alliance LIB No
Denmark DF (O) - Dansk Folkeparti NAT No
Denmark M - Moderaterne LIB Yes
Denmark ALT (Å) - Alternativet LEF/SOC No

France RN - Rassemblement national NAT No
France Besoin d'Europe - Coalition Besoin d'Europe (Renaissance, Modem,

Horizons, Parti Radical, Union des démocrates et indépendants)
LIB Yes

France Réveiller l'Europe - Coalition Réveiller l'Europe (Parti socialiste, Place
publique)

LEF/SOC Yes

France LFI - La France Insoumise LEF/SOC No
France LR - Les Républicains CHR/CON No
France LE - EELV - Les Écologistes - Europe Ecologie Les Verts ECO No
France La France �ère - Coalition La France �ère (Reconquête!, Centre national

des indépendants et paysans)
NAT Yes

France Gauche Unie - Coalition Gauche Unie (Parti communiste français,
Gauche républicaine et socialiste)

LEF/SOC Yes

France AR - Alliance Rurale Other Yes
France PA - Parti Animaliste Other Yes
France UPR - Union Populaire Républicaine CHR/CON No
France L'Europe ça su�t - Coalition L'Europe ça su�t (Les Patriotes, Via, la

voie du peuple)
NAT Yes

France NPA - Nouveau Parti Anticapitaliste LEF/SOC Yes

Germany CDU/CSU - Christlich Demokratische Union Deutschlands/Christlich-
Soziale Union in Bayern

CHR/CON No

Germany AfD - Alternative für Deutschland NAT No
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Country Party Name European
Party Family

Inferred?

Germany SPD - Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands LEF/SOC No
Germany Die Grünen - Bündnis 90/Die Grünen ECO No
Germany BSW - Bündnis Sahra Wagenknecht - Für Vernunft und Gerechtigkeit Other Yes
Germany FDP - Freie Demokratische Partei LIB No
Germany Die Linke - Die Linke LEF/SOC No
Germany FW - Freie Wähler LIB Yes
Germany Volt - Volt Deutschland ECO Yes
Germany Die Partei - Partei für Arbeit, Rechtsstaat, Tierschutz, Elitenförderung

und basisdemokratische Initiative
Other Yes

Germany Tierschutzpartei - Partei Mensch Umwelt Tierschutz Other No
Germany Familie - Familien-Partei Deutschlands CHR/CON Yes
Germany ÖDP - Ökologisch-Demokratische Partei ECO No
Germany PdF - Partei des Fortschritts LIB Yes
Germany Piratenpartei - Piratenpartei Deutschland Other No

Greece ND - Néa Dimokratía CHR/CON Yes
Greece SYRIZA - Sinaspismós Rizospastikís Aristerás LEF/SOC No
Greece PASOK � Kínima Allagís LEF/SOC No
Greece EL - Ellinikí Lýsi NAT No
Greece KKE - Kommounistikó Kómma Elládas LEF/SOC No
Greece NIKI - Dimokratikó Patriotikó Kínima �Níki� NAT Yes
Greece PE - Plefsi Eleftherias LEF/SOC Yes
Greece Foni Logikis - Foni Logikis NAT No
Greece MeRA25 - Métopo Evropaikís Realistikís Anypakoís LIB No
Greece NE.A. - Néa Aristerá LEF/SOC Yes
Greece Dimokrátes - Dimokrátes LIB Yes
Greece Kosmos - Kosmos ECO Yes

Hungary Fidesz-KDNP - Coalition Fidesz � Magyar Polgári Szövetség -
Kereszténydemokrata Néppárt

NAT Yes
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Country Party Name European
Party Family

Inferred?

Hungary TISZA - Tisztelet és Szabadság Pártja CHR/CON Yes
Hungary DK-MSZP-P - Coalition DK-MSZP-P (Demokratikus Koalíció, Magyar

Szocialista Párt, Párbeszéd-Zöldek)
LEF/SOC No

Hungary Mi Hazánk - Mi Hazánk Mozgalom NAT Yes
Hungary Momentum - Momentum Mozgalom LIB Yes
Hungary MKKP - Magyar Kétfarkú Kutyapárt Other Yes
Hungary Jobbik - Jobbik - Konzervatívok CHR/CON Yes
Hungary LMP - Zöldek - Magyarország Zöld Pártja ECO Yes
Hungary 2RK - Második Reformkor Other Yes
Hungary MMN - Mindenki Magyarországa Néppárt CHR/CON Yes
Hungary Memo - Megoldás Mozgalom Other No

Italy FdI - Fratelli d'Italia CHR/CON No
Italy PD - Partito Democratico LEF/SOC No
Italy M5S - Movimento Cinque Stelle Other No
Italy FI � NM - Coalition Forza italia - Noi Moderati (Forza Italia, Noi

Moderati)
CHR/CON No

Italy Lega Salvini Premier - Lega Salvini Premier NAT No
Italy Alleanza Verdi e Sinistra - Coalition Alleanza Verdi e Sinistra (Europa

Verde, Sinistra Italiana)
ECO No

Italy Stati Uniti d'Europa - Coalition Stati Uniti d'Europa (+ Europa, Italia
Viva, Liberali Democratici Europei, Partito Socialista Italiano,Radicali
Italiani, L'Italia c'è)

LIB No

Italy Azione � Siamo Europei - Coalition Azione � Siamo Europei (Azione,
NOS , Popolari Europeisti e Riformatori, Partito Repubblicano Italiano,
Movimento Repubblicani Europei, Team K, et al)

LIB Yes

Italy Pace Terra Dignità - Coalition Pace Terra Dignità (MERA25 Italia,
Movimento equità territoriale, Partito della Rifondazione Comunista,
Lìberos Rispetados Uguales )

LEF/SOC Yes
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Country Party Name European
Party Family

Inferred?

Italy Libertà - Coalition Libertà (Sud Chiama Nord, Movimento per l'Italexit,
Sicilia Vera, I civici in movimento � con Pirozzi, Grande Nord, Popolo
Veneto, Capitano Ultimo, et al.)

Other Yes

Italy SVP - Südtiroler Volkspartei (Popolare Sudtirolese) Other No
Italy Democrazia sovrana popolare - Coalition Democrazia sovrana popolare

(Partito Comunista, Ancora Italia sovrana e popolare)
LEF/SOC Yes

Netherlands GL - PvdA - Coalition GL - PvdA (GroenLinks, PvdA) ECO No
Netherlands PVV - Partij voor de Vrijheid NAT No
Netherlands VVD - Volkspartij voor Vrijheid en Democratie LIB No
Netherlands CDA - Christen-Democratisch Appèl CHR/CON No
Netherlands D66 - Democraten 66 LIB No
Netherlands BBB - BoerBurgerBeweging Other No
Netherlands Volt - Volt Nederland LEF/SOC No
Netherlands PvdD - Partij voor de Dieren Other No
Netherlands SGP - Staatkundig Gereformeerde Partij Other No
Netherlands NSC - Nieuw Sociaal Contract CHR/CON Yes
Netherlands CU - ChristenUnie CHR/CON No
Netherlands FvD - Forum voor Democratie NAT No
Netherlands SP - Socialistische Partij LEF/SOC No
Netherlands JA21 - Juiste Antwoord 2021 NAT No

Poland KO - Koalicja Obywatelska (Platforma Obywatelska, Nowoczesna, Inic-
jatywa Polska, Partia Zieloni)

LIB No

Poland PiS - Prawo i Sprawiedliwo±¢ (Prawo i Sprawiedliwo±¢, Suwerenna Pol-
ska)

CHR/CON Yes

Poland Konfederacja - Konfederacja Wolno±¢ i Niepodlegªo±¢ (Konfederacja Ko-
rony Polskiej, Ruch Narodowy, Nowa Nadzieja, Polska Jest Jedna, Wol-
no±ciowcy)

NAT No
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Country Party Name European
Party Family

Inferred?

Poland Trzecia Droga - Coalition Trzecia Droga Polska 2050 Szymona Hoªowni
- Polskie Stronnictwo Ludowe (Polskie Stronnictwo Ludowe, Polska2050,
Unia Europejskich Demokratów, Wolno±ciowcy)

LIB Yes

Poland Lewica - Coalition Lewica (Nowa Lewica, Lewica Razem, Unia Pracy) LEF/SOC Yes
Poland BS - Bezpartyjni Samorz¡dowcy Other Yes

Slovenia SDS - Slovenska demokratska stranka CHR/CON No
Slovenia Svoboda! - Gibanje Svoboda LIB Yes
Slovenia Vesna - Vesna - zelena stranka ECO Yes
Slovenia SD - Socialni demokrati LEF/SOC No
Slovenia N.Si - Nova Slovenija � Kr²£anski demokrati CHR/CON No
Slovenia SLS - Slovenska ljudska stranka CHR/CON No
Slovenia Levica - Stranka Levica LEF/SOC Yes
Slovenia Resni.ca - Drºavljansko gibanje Resni.ca Other Yes
Slovenia DeSUS - DD - Coalition DeSUS - DD (Demokrati£na stranka upoko-

jencev Slovenije, Dobra drºava)
Other No

Slovenia ZS - Zeleni Slovenije ECO Yes

Spain Partido Socialista Obrero Español LEF/SOC No
Spain Partido Popular CHR/CON No
Spain Sumar ECO Yes
Spain Vox NAT No
Spain Podemos LEF/SOC No
Spain Ahora Repúblicas (Esquerra Republicana (ERC), EH Bildu y Bloque

Nacionalista Galego (BNG))
ECO Yes

Spain Junts per Catalunya-Lliures per Europa Other No
Spain Coalición por una Europa Solidaria (Partido Nacionalista Vasco (EAJ-

PNV), Coalición Canaria (CC) y otros)
LIB Yes

Spain Se Acabó la Fiesta (SALF) NAT No
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Country Party Name European
Party Family

Inferred?

Sweden Socialdemokraterna LEF/SOC No
Sweden Sverigedemokraterna NAT No
Sweden Moderata samlingspartiet CHR/CON No
Sweden Vänsterpartiet LEF/SOC No
Sweden Miljöpartiet ECO No
Sweden Centerpartiet Other No
Sweden Kristdemokraterna CHR/CON No
Sweden Liberalerna LIB No
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Individual Characteristics of the Four Constituencies

We compare individual socioeconomic characteristics of the di�erent support groups (see
Figure E4 in Extended Data), �nding the overall level of support well aligning with past
research [7, 36]. Supporters are more likely to be left-leaning, more politically engaged,
hold higher levels of education and trust in political institutions, and are more concerned
about climate change. The Middle is more heterogeneous, displaying moderate trust
in institutions and diverse behavioural patterns. Opposers tend to have lower trust
in institutions, are less concerned about climate change, and engage in behaviours less
aligned with low-carbon lifestyles.

To establish which climate relevant-attitudes and beliefs underlie preference consis-
tency, we further examine how biospheric values, climate change concern and levels of
trust di�er by Decided and Conditional respondents within the Supporters, Middle, and
Opposers constituencies (Figure 6, Panel A). Within the constituencies with lower levels of
support (the Middle and Opposers), Conditional respondents have comparatively higher
levels of concern, biospheric values, and trust than their Decided counterparts. While the
opposite is true for Supporters, where Decided respondents have comparatively higher
levels of climate relevant-attitudes and beliefs. This suggests that higher levels of climate
beliefs may unlock support for climate change policies amongst the more sceptical Middle
and Opposers constituencies. While for people with generally more positive preferences,
Supporters, biospheric values, concern and trust may rather lock-in their support across
di�erent policy options.
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Figure S1: Distribution of factions by Respondent Age per Country
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Relative importance of indivdual characteristics, by individual
policies
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Table S5: Relative importance of individual characteristics in the explained variance of
policy preferences for increase in taxes on beef, by constituencies.

Opposers Neutrals Conditionals Supporters

Increase in taxes on beef
Impact Perceptions
Well being 23.3% 17.4% 31.0% 31.5%
Country GHG emissions 1.6% 0.3% 2.9% 2.8%
Country Economy 19.9% 15.8% 22.6% 23.4%
Household Finances 19.6% 30.2% 25.3% 20.2%

Country 10.4% 12.7% 9.8% 8.9%

Individual Attitudes
Trust in Country 1.5% 3.8% 0.6% 2.2%
Trust in EU 5.4% 5.5% 0.7% 3.3%
Political Orientation 0.5% 2.3% 0.3% 2.3%
Climate worry 8.0% 3.4% 0.4% 0.9%
Biospheric values 0.5% 0.9% 1.9% 0.6%

Sociodemographics
Gender 0.4% 2.3% 0.9% 0.1%
Age 5.9% 1.7% 2.8% 1.8%
Education 2.0% 0.4% 0.3% 1.6%
Rural Urban 1.0% 3.2% 0.4% 0.4%
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Table S6: Relative importance of individual characteristics in the explained variance of
policy preferences for mandatory home insulation with subsidies for low-income house-
hold, by constituencies.

Opposers Neutrals Conditionals Supporters

Mandatory home insulation with subsidies for low-income household
Impact Perceptions
Well being 24.6% 10.3% 30.8% 30.4%
Country GHG emissions 2.9% 13.9% 14.3% 2.3%
Country Economy 26.1% 15.5% 11.7% 16.2%
Household Finances 23.4% 12.7% 17.6% 13.2%

Country 10.4% 20.7% 15.0% 14.5%

Individual Attitudes
Trust in Country 0.6% 0.6% 1.0% 1.1%
Trust in EU 1.4% 0.6% 0.9% 0.6%
Political Orientation 3.9% 0.2% 1.2% 0.5%
Climate worry 3.6% 10.0% 2.6% 4.5%
Biospheric values 1.8% 0.9% 1.2% 10.3%

Sociodemographics
Gender 0.1% 1.5% 0.0% 0.1%
Age 0.5% 8.2% 1.5% 1.2%
Education 0.2% 2.1% 0.4% 0.3%
Rural Urban 0.5% 2.8% 1.8% 4.6%
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Table S7: Relative importance of individual characteristics in the explained variance of
policy preferences for taxes on fossil fuel pro�ts, by constituencies.

Opposers Neutrals Conditionals Supporters

Taxes on fossil fuel pro�ts
Impact Perceptions
Well being 5.4% 2.1% 0.2% 2.9%
Country GHG emissions 1.6% 7.0% 0.7% 2.3%
Country Economy 11.3% 2.8% 1.1% 3.8%
Household Finances 5.1% 0.5% 0.1% 6.0%

Country 36.5% 45.6% 58.0% 46.1%

Individual Attitudes
Trust in Country 2.4% 0.2% 0.5% 11.5%
Trust in EU 0.6% 0.2% 5.5% 1.8%
Political Orientation 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5%
Climate worry 1.6% 0.4% 0.8% 3.0%
Biospheric values 3.1% 1.4% 1.0% 2.5%

Sociodemographics
Gender 0.2% 6.8% 3.1% 4.7%
Age 7.5% 8.4% 13.2% 7.3%
Education 11.6% 4.6% 2.1% 1.7%
Rural Urban 12.7% 20.0% 13.5% 4.8%
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Table S8: Relative importance of individual characteristics in the explained variance of
policy preferences for taxes on �ights, by constituencies.

Opposers Neutrals Conditionals Supporters

Taxes on Flights
Impact Perceptions
Well being 4.4% 2.5% 0.6% 2.9%
Country GHG emissions 3.2% 0.6% 4.3% 2.8%
Country Economy 4.2% 10.6% 2.2% 1.2%
Household Finances 5.3% 2.6% 1.4% 0.8%

Country 34.7% 19.1% 55.5% 16.6%

Individual Attitudes
Trust in Country 3.7% 5.9% 5.8% 0.2%
Trust in EU 2.0% 14.4% 1.2% 0.4%
Political Orientation 5.8% 0.2% 1.6% 12.1%
Climate worry 21.1% 3.0% 0.1% 23.9%
Biospheric values 0.9% 10.3% 0.5% 22.3%

Sociodemographics
Gender 3.6% 9.8% 6.0% 7.4%
Age 4.9% 9.5% 15.2% 6.2%
Education 3.9% 4.3% 0.4% 2.0%
Rural Urban 2.3% 7.3% 5.1% 1.2%
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Six Faces of Climate Change Policy Support

For the main analyses, we split out the Middle into Conditionals and Neutrals based upon
their levels of (in)consistency. Naturally, both Opposers and Supporters can be similar
split as well, resulting in what we term the "Six Faces of Climate Change Policy Support":
Decided Opposers, Conditional Opposers, Decided Middle (Neutrals), Conditional Middle
(Conditionals), Decided Supporters, Conditional Supporters.

The full sample's classi�cation along these two dimensions is shown in Figure S4,
Panel A, while Figure S4, Panel B, illustrates the distribution of the Six Faces of climate
policy support across the 13 EU countries. Notably, the `Middle' (43%) and `Supporters'
groups (37%) together represent the vast majority of the population, while the `Op-
posers' group (21%) is substantially smaller. Half of the sample (1%) is classi�ed as
Conditional, indicating that their degree of support is not consistent across policies, but
is rather malleable. In particular, the Conditional Middle (33%) stands out as a large,
substantive group, highlighting the potential for their support to shift�either upwards
or downwards�depending on the climate policy characteristics.
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Figure S4:Distribution of Six Faces of Climate Policy Support. Panel A visualises
the classi�cation of the Six Faces across the two dimensions of support and consistency.
Each response is represented by a dot. The percent distribution of the Six Faces across
the full sample is also displayed. Panel B displays the distribution of the Six Faces by
each of the 13 EU countries. Figure displays unweighted results from all valid respondents
in sample (n=19,328).
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Figure S5: Distribution of Six Faces by Respondent Age per Country
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Figure S6: Distribution of Six Faces by Respondent Gender per Country . Dis-
played for only for respondents that self-identify as being either Male or Female.
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Figure S7: Distribution of Six Faces by Respondent Educational Attainment
per Country .
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Perceived Impacts of Climate Policies

We investigate how the Six Faces perceive the impacts of country-level policies on the
economy, personal costs, well-being, and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reductions.
First, Decided and Conditional individuals substantially di�er in their perceptions of
policy impacts (see Figure E5 in Extended Data). Within Supporters and the Middle
constituencies, Conditional respondents are more likely to perceive comparatively greater
emission reduction bene�ts than Decided ones, and are also more likely to expect higher
costs. This would suggest cost-bene�t calculations are more salient amongst Conditional
constituencies. While amongst Opposers, impact perceptions are predictably negative
across the board, viewing climate policies as having higher personal costs, fewer well-
being bene�ts, and lower e�ectiveness in reducing emissions.

E�ect of perceptions shaping policy support Second, we examine how perceived
impacts shape overall support for climate change policies across the Six Faces (Figure
S8). We pooled the support levels for the four policies and regressed them on the im-
pact perceptions�personal well-being, GHG emissions reductions, personal costs, and
economic impacts�for each of the Six Faces.

Perceptions of policy bene�ts, particularly impacts on personal well-being and GHG
emissions reductions, have a positive, signi�cant e�ect on policy support across all Six
Faces. This �nding highlights the universal importance of perceived bene�ts in shaping
preferences, even amongst those more likely to oppose climate policies. These results
also suggest that e�ective communication of the bene�ts of climate policies could play a
central role in increasing support across diverse constituencies.

In contrast, perceived negative impacts on personal costs and the economy show
substantial variation across the Six Faces, particularly between Decided and Conditional
respondents within the Middle and Opposer groups. Within Conditional Middle and
Opposers, the perceived economic costs of policies are associated with decreased levels of
policy support, (in comparison to Decided counterparts). Indeed, for Decided Middle and
Decided Opposers perceived personal costs and economic impacts have little to no e�ect
on policy support. This underscores the importance of mitigating perceived economic
impacts to build support amongst potentially persuadable individuals (Conditional). But,
notably, interventions aimed at alleviating economic concerns may have limited in�uence
for people who have rather �xed, not already in support, climate policy preferences.
Lastly, for Supporters, the perceived economic costs similarly decrease support across
Conditional and Middle constituencies.

Robustness Checks

Support Level Thresholds Threshold of -1 Policy Less
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Figure S8: Perceived impacts of country-level climate change policies by Six
Faces. Estimated e�ect of impact perceptions on the level of policy support. The
coe�cient plot displays OLS estimates of regressing the aggregated level of support across
the four climate change policies for each of the Six Faces, including �xed e�ects for policy
assignment. Error bars represent a 95% con�dence interval for each estimated coe�cient.
Figure displays results from all valid respondents (n=19,328)

Figure S9: Replication of Figure 1, Panel B with Support Level at 4 Policies
(-1). Using a support level threshold of at least 4 policies opposed to de�ne Opposers
and at least 4 policies supported to de�ne Supporters instead of 5 policy threshold used
in manuscript.
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Figure S10: Replication of Figure 3 with Support Level at 4 Policies. Using a
support level threshold of at least 4 policies opposed to de�ne Opposers and at least 4
policies supported to de�ne Supporters instead of 5 policy threshold used in manuscript
.
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Figure S11:Replication of Figure E3 with Support Level at 4 Policies. Using a
support level threshold of at least 4 policies opposed to de�ne Opposers and at least 4
policies supported to de�ne Supporters instead of 5 policy threshold used in manuscript
.

Threshold of +1 Policy More
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Figure S12:Replication of Figure 1, Panel B in manuscript with Support Level
at 6 Policies (+1). Using a support level threshold of at least 6 policies opposed to
de�ne Opposers and at least 6 policies supported to de�ne Supporters instead of 5 policy
threshold used in manuscript.
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Figure S13:Replication of Figure 3 with Support Level at 6 Policies (+1). Using
a support level threshold of at least 4 policies opposed to de�ne Opposers and at least 6
policies supported to de�ne Supporters instead of 5 policy threshold used in manuscript.
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Figure S14: Replication of Figure E3 with Support Level at 6 Policies(+1).
Using a support level threshold of at least 6 policies opposed to de�ne Opposers and
at least 6 policies supported to de�ne Supporters instead of 5 policy threshold used in
manuscript .

* Variation Level ThresholdsThreshold of -1 Policy Less Variation
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Figure S15: Replication of Figure 1, Panel B with Consistency Threshold of
at least 4 Policies (-1). Using a consistency threshold of least 2 policies opposed and
supported to de�ne Conditional and less than 2 policies opposed and supported to de�ne
Decided instead of 3 policy consistency threshold used in manuscript .
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Figure S16: Replication of Figure 3 with Consistency Threshold of at least 2
Policies (-1). Using a consistency threshold of least 2 policies opposed and supported
to de�ne Conditional and less than 2 policies opposed and supported to de�ne Decided
instead of 3 policy consistency threshold used in manuscript.
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Figure S17:Replication of Figure E3 with Consistency Threshold of at least 2
Policies (-1). Using a consistency threshold of least 2 policies opposed and supported
to de�ne Conditional and less than 2 policies opposed and supported to de�ne Decided
instead of 3 policy consistency threshold used in manuscript.

Threshold of +1 Policy More Variation
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Figure S18:Replication of Figure 1, Panel B with Consistency Threshold of at
least 4 Policies (+1). Using a consistency threshold of least 4 policies opposed and
supported to de�ne Conditional and less than 4 policies opposed and supported to de�ne
Decided instead of 3 policy consistency threshold used in manuscript.
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Figure S19: Replication of Figure 3 with Consistency Threshold of at least 4
Policies (+1). Using a consistency threshold of least 4 policies opposed and supported
to de�ne Conditional and less than 4 policies opposed and supported to de�ne Decided
instead of 3 policy consistency threshold used in manuscript.
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Figure S20:Replication of Figure E3 with Consistency Threshold of at least 4
Policies (+1). Using a consistency threshold of least 4 policies opposed and supported
to de�ne Conditional and less than 4 policies opposed and supported to de�ne Decided
instead of 3 policy consistency threshold used in manuscript.
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Education Quota Categories
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S46







Full Survey Instrument
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